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Disposition of Claims 

4) [X] Claim(s) 1-23 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [X] Claim(s) 1-23 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) \Z\ Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) d The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )Q The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1-25 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 3-6 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
"slot-filling information of the first parse" which was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is 
most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 
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The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

5. Claims 1,11 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Domini et al. (Domini), US Patent No. 6,085,206. 

6. As to claims 1, 11 and 23, Domini discloses a method for intelligent 
spellchecking, comprising: 

performing a spellchecking of a word by considering an entire sentence 
and a structure of the entire sentence (Abstract, and col. 3, line 31 - col. 4, line 
30: verifying the accuracy of the grammatical composition of a sentence and the 
spelling of words within the sentence in an electronic document, and determining 
whether any of the words in the sentence are misspelled). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

8. Claims 2-10 and 12-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Domini as applied to claims 1,11 and 23 above, and further in 
view of Schabes et al. (Schabes), US Patent No. 6,424,983. 

9. As to claims 2, 12 and 20, Domini disclose parsing the sentence to 
produce a first parse (col. 3, line 55 - col. 4, line 30: a sentence is parsed from a 
document); 

examining a list of words in the sentence and identifying a confusable 
original word along with its potential replacement (col. 3, line 55 - col. 4, line 30 
and col. 11, line 9 - col. 12, line 7: determining whether any of the words in the 
sentence are misspelled and a list of words for suggestion (its potential 
replacement) to replace the misspelled words); 

replacing the confusable word with its replacement to produce a resulting 
sentence (col. 12, line 50 - col. 13, line 18: the misspelled word will be replaced 
with one of the suggestions); and 

However, Domini does not disclose parsing the resulting sentence to 
produce a second parse. Schabes discloses detecting misspelled words in a 
text, for each misspelled word, determining a list of alternative words for the 
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misspelled word, replacing the misspelled word in the text with the selected one 
of the alternative words, and then checking the document for grammatically- 
incorrect words by generating a finite state machine (parsing) for text in the text 
document (Abstract, col. 2, line 45 - col. 5, line 57 and col. 22, lines 32-62). 
Since Schabes teaches a system for spelling and grammar checking, which is 
similar to the system for verifying accuracy of spelling and grammatical 
composition of a document of Domini, thus it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Schabes and Domini to include parsing the resulting sentence to 
produce a second parse. Schabes suggests that using a spelling and grammar 
checking system is to correct words that have misused in a given context in 
cases where the words have been spelled incorrectly and in cases where the 
words have been spelled correctly. 

10. As to claims 3, 4, 5 and 13, Domini and Schabes (Domini-Schabes) 
disclose comparing slot-filling information of the first parse to slot-filling statistics 
for the original word, comparing slot-filling information of the second parse to the 
slot-filling statistics fro the replacement word, and comparing two matches with 
the slot-filling statistics found for the original word and the replacement word 
(Schabes, col. 17, line 8 - col. 22, line 26: Schabes suggests that using a 
spelling and grammar checking system is to correct words that have misused in a 
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given context in cases where the words have been spelled incorrectly and in 
cases where the words have been spelled correctly). 

11. As to claims 6 and 14, Domini-Schabes disclose wherein a better match 
indicates the preferred spelling in context (Schabes, col. 17, line 8 - col. 22, line 
26: Schabes suggests that using a spelling and grammar checking system is to 
correct words that have misused in a given context in cases where the words 
have been spelled incorrectly and in cases where the words have been spelled 
correctly). 

12. As to claims 7 and 15, Domini-Schabes disclose wherein said first and 
second parses produce a parse score and in determining a parse score each 
parse automatically considers a slot-filling statistics of the original word and the 
replacement word (Schabes, col. 9, lines 12-25). 

13. As to claims 8 and 16, Domini-Schabes disclose wherein a comparison of 
the matches includes checking both a mother designation and a daughter 
designation of words in said sentence (Schabes, col. 20, lines 40-49). 

14. As to claims 9, 17 and 21-22, Domini-Schabes disclose wherein a 
decision as to which word is best depends on comparing first and second parse 
scores, independently of any use of lexical statistics (Schabes, col. 17, line 8 - 
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col. 22, line 26: Schabes suggests that using a spelling and grammar checking 
system is to correct words that have misused in a given context in cases where 
the words have been spelled incorrectly and in cases where the words have 
been spelled correctly). 

15. As to claims 10 and 18-19, Domini-Schabes disclose wherein a selection 
of a best match for a word determined to be misspelled is performed by 
comparing first and second parse scores. (Schabes, col. 10, line 52 - col. 1 1 , line 
41). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Chau Nguyen whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-4639. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 
8:00 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (703) 305-9792. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application is 
assigned are as follows: 

(703) 872-9306 (After Final Communications only) 
(703) 872-9306 (Official Communications) 

(703) 746-7240 (for Official Status Inquiries, Draft Communications only) 

Inquiries of a general nature relating to the general status of this 
application or proceeding should be directed to the 2100 Group receptionist 
whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Chau Nguyen 



Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2176 




SANJIV SHAH 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



